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ABSTRACT

In order to explore hypotheses based on descriptive studies of
abusing and neglecting parents, 12 abusing, 12 neglecting, and 32 con
trol mothers were compared using 8 different measures.

As and Ns

differed in that As expressed more dissatisfaction with the affection
they give and receive than Ns, but otherwise mothers in these two groups
were very similar.

As and Ns differed from Cs by scoring higher on TAT

need Dependency Frustration and TAT need Aggression, and lower on family
adjustment (Family Concept Inventory) and interpersonal self esteem
(FIR0-B).

As compared with Cs, As and Ns were described as more depen

dent, more frustrated in the satisfaction of their dependency needs,
having a lower threshold for the expression of aggression, having less
self confidence, and having families which function less effectively.
Suggestions for therapy with As and Ns included providing an opportunity
to satisfy dependency needs, considering family therapy as an adjunct
method, and separating therapy with parents from protective services
for children.

Further research efforts were encouraged to refine the

descriptions of As and Ns.

Consideration of race and site of testing

as important independent variables was suggested.
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INTRODUCTION

Children have been physically mistreated and even murdered since
recorded time (Radbill, 1968; Solomon, 1973).

Solomon (1973) notes

that biblical and mythological examples of infanticide implied tacit
acceptance by the society or culture in which it occurred.

The dictum

"spare the rod and spoil the child," santioned by the Bible, has
provided wide support for the practice of physically punishing children
for perceived misdeeds (Radbill, 1968).

With the onset of urbanization,

industrialization, and technological change, infanticide became less
widely practiced since children became more profitable to their parents
and less expendable (Solomon, 1973).

However, maltreatment of children

became more widespread and publicly accepted as a means of forcing
children to aid in the financial support of their parents (Solomon,
1973).

Riley (1970) points out that the earliest attempts to protect

children from maltreatment appeared in 1874 under the direction of the
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals.

In response to the

problem of severely mistreated and abandoned children, the Society for
the Prevention of Cruelty to Children was formed in 1878 (Riley, 1970).
Interest in the area of child protection was primarily pragmatic for
about 60 years, with efforts directed toward placements for injured
children.

During this period, protective service agencies intervened

only in the most obvious cases and almost exclusively within the lower
socioeconomic classes (Riley, 1970).
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As recently as 1955, the only
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attention in the literature was a forensic emphasis on the medical
criteria of proving that some injuries to children were inflicted rather
than "accidental" (Caffey, 1946; Silverman, 1953; Wooley & Evans, 1955).
The current wave of concern with protection of children from
parental inflicted injury is credited to Kempe, Silverman, Steele,
Droegemueller and Silver (1962).

These authors coined the term "the

battered child syndrome" and directed public and professional attention
away from a forensic concern toward a focus on psychosocial descrip
tions and circumstances involved in the maltreatment of children.

Since

the introduction of this orientation, attention from medical practi
tioners, social workers and legal experts has been steadily increasing.
For example, Zalba (1966) points out that the U. S. Children's Bureau
bibliography included 15 articles concerning maltreatment of children
from 1946 to 1959, while a recent search by the National Library of
Medicine cites 303 references about the "battered child syndrome" in the
literature from January, 1970 through July, 1973 (prepared by Charlotte
Kenton, 1973).
Estimates of the incidence of the "battered child syndrome" have
varied a great deal.

In the most widely accepted and published figures,

Kempe (1971) extrapolated from the number of cases of battering
reported in Denver, Colorado and New York City to arrive at an esti
mate of between 30,000 and 50,000 cases per year (resulting in approxi
mately 800 deaths).

Kempe's estimate rose slightly, to 60,000 cases,

in figures published by the National Center for the Prevention and
Treatment of Child Abuse and Neglect in 1974 (Schneider, 1974).

This
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makes the "battered child syndrome" one of the most severe "diseases"
affecting small children in the United States (Schneider, 1974).

The

validity of this opinion is indirectly supported by the proposed 1976
federal budget which increases appropriations for child protective
services (including prevention and treatment programs) by $3.9 million
over 1975 appropriations, during a year when most social service pro
grams anticipate reduced federal support (Wachtel, 1975).
Kempe et al. (1962) used the "battered child syndrome" to
characterize "a clinical condition in young children who have received
serious physical abuse . . ." (p. 105) but go on to describe children
who show evidence of neglect as properly included in the "battered
child syndrome."

Some definitional confusion has followed this work

because many investigators have included under the "battered child
syndrome" cases ranging from "a child suffering from failure to thrive
from some unknown cause and the deprivation of food, clothing, shelter,
and parental love to instances in which children are mistreated and
physically injured to the extent that their health or life is endangered"
(Fontana, 1973, p. 780).

However, several authors believe there is a

qualitative difference between physical neglect and physical abuse,
partly because the two conditions do not usually occur in the same
family (Chesser, 1952; Young, 1964; Polansky, DeSaix & Shariin, 1973).
The nature of these qualitative differences has not yet been systemati
cally investigated.
Riley (1970) suggests a complete medical evaluation to validate
the diagnosis of child abuse, including a review of 10 systems:

skin
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and subcutaneous tissue, skeletal system, head, eyes, ears, face, mouth,
chest, abdomen, and central nervous system.

Child neglect has fre

quently been identified in medical evaluation with the following find
ings!

failure to thrive from sane unknown cause (height and weight

below the third percentile on national norms; Riley, 1970), poor skin
hygiene, malnutrition, and other obvious signs of not receiving physical
care (Kempe, 1971; Fontana, 1973).

Psychological abuse and neglect may

accompany physical abuse or neglect and the significant effects on
children of insufficient emotional nourishment and/or psychological mal
treatment have been investigated (for example, Spitz, 1946; Bowlby,
1960).

However, cases of psychological abuse and/or neglect remain

extremely difficult to identify and protective service intervention is
not usually effective unless some physical evidence of abuse or neglect
is available.

The following definitions are therefore used in this

presentation:

the "battered child syndrome" (or battering) will refer

to child abuse and child neglect cases collectively; with child abuse
A\

defined as physical injury inflicted upon children willfully by their
caretaker, and child neglect defined as a chronic intentional failure
to provide the necessities of life and to protect children from obvious
physical danger (Elmer, 1963).

An attempt is made throughout the re

mainder of this review to sort the literature into three categories:
child battering, child abuse, and child neglect.

The "Battered Child Syndrome"— General Findings
Attempts to Identify demographic patterns among parents who
batter their children have been confounded by the nature of the samples
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available for investigation.

Frequently, research in the area of the

"battered child syndrome" has been limited to small samples which are
not considered representative of the total population of battering
parents (Spinetta & Rigler, 1972),

Even so, some generalizations

appear frequently enough to warrant tentative acceptance.
In the report of a national survey, Gil (1970) concluded that
the majority of battering parents are between 20 and 30 years old.

He

found that most battering parents had a high school education or less
and approximately 80% of them were married at the time of the battering.
Young (1964) found higher rates of unemployment and higher mobility than
national averages among battering parents.

Other investigators have

found that battering parents are generally geographically isolated from
extended family support (Elmer, 1963; Zalba, 1966) and less involved
in community activities (Kempe et al., 1962; Young, 1964; Zalba, 1966).
Gil (1970) reported an equal incidence of male and female perpetrators,
but Kempe (1971) reviewed statistics which support Gil's findings only
in areas where paternal unemployment was high, thus exposing fathers to
small children more.

In areas where the rate of paternal unemployment

was low, the ratio of mother to father battering was 4:1.

A review of

the literature by Spinetta and Rigler (1972) reported a high incidence
of divorce, separation and unstable marriages among battering parents.
Many families had children born in close succession (Spinetta & Rigler,
1972) with battering parents significantly younger at the birth of
their first child as compared with the general population (Smith,
Hanson, & Noble, 1973).
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Several authors hold that members of all socioeconomic classes
batter their children with equal frequency (Kempe et al., 1962; Elmer,
1963; Paulson & Blake, 1967; Steele & Poliock, 1968; Fontana, 1971;
Kempe, 1971; Spinetta & Rigler, 1972), while Gil (1970) found a much
higher incidence of child battering among lower socioeconomic groups.
Other reports of national statistics (Mulford & Cohen, 1967; Schneider,
1974)

support Gil's finding that a higher incidence of child battering

*s repotted from among lower socioeconomic groups.

The point of this

controversy seems to be over the role which low socioeconomic status
plays in the etiology of child battering, rather than a disagreement
over the validity of reported incidence.

One opinion is that financial

and social stress which accompanies low socioeconomic position is at the
very heart of battering rather than any psychological or personality
traits of battering parents (Gil, 1970; Gelles, 1973).

That opinion is

countered by those who feel that socioeconomic stresses are only one
contributing factor in the etiology of child battering (Kempe et al.,
1962; Elmer, 1963; Young, 1964; Schneider, Pollock, & Heifer, 1972) and
that "social and economic stresses alone are neither sufficient nor
necessary causes" for battering (Spinetta & Rigler, 1972, p. 297).
Schneider (1974) further contends that Gil's emphasis on socioeconomic
effects as the primary causative factor in the "battered child syndrome"
overlooks the important interaction effect between the potential in the
parent and the pressures of life in the lower classes.

Recent research

has shown that this controversy can be dealt with by matching battering
and control subjects for socioeconomic status (Melnick & Hurley, 1969;
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Paulson, Afifi, Thomason, & Chaleff, 1974).

While this does not address

the overall significance of socioeconomic factors in the etiology of
child battering, holding this variable constant does allow a less con
founded examination of the role which psychological characteristics of
parents may play in the etiology of the "battered child syndrome."
A review of the literature concerning the "battered child
syndrome" concluded that psychological factors are generally accepted
as extremely important to aid in understanding battering parents
(Spinetta & Rigler, 1972).

To date, few controlled studies have been

conducted to assess the nature of the factors involved.
Rigler cogently state:

As Spinetta and

"what appears is a literature composed of profes

sional opinions on the subject" (p. 296).

However, a few investigators

have attempted to provide descriptions of battering parents.

Although

these descriptions represent post hoc reasoning, they offer a framework
for more systematic observations and hypothesis testing.
falls into three categories:

This work

(1) studies of the "battered child syn

drome" which do not differentiate between child abuse and child neglect
(Morris & Gould, 1963; Smith et al., 1973; and Paulson et al., 1974);
(2) studies which distinguish between child abuse and child neglect and
focus primarily upon descriptions of abusing parents (Young, 1964;
Steele & Pollock, 1968; and Melnick & Hurley, 1969); and, (3) studies
which distinguish between child abuse and child neglect and focus
primarily upon descriptions of neglecting parents (Young, 1964;
Polansky et al., 1972).
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Battering Parents
Morris and Gould (1963) studied 33 children from 29 families who
were either abused or neglected.

The authors did not specify the

criteria they used to identify abuse or neglect.

Clinical interviews

and review of clinical social work records were the methods of study.
The investigators attempted to test their "role reversal" hypothesis
which they defined as a reversal of the dependency role between parent
and child.

The hypothesis suggests that battering parents turn to

their infants and small children for nurturing and protection, experi
ence the natural dependency of their children as a series of assultive
acts upon themselves, and therefore retaliate with assaultive acts
toward the children (Morris & Gould, 1963).

Battering parents seem to

define the relationship with their child as one which should meet their
own needs rather than the child's, and thus they have difficulty
empathizing with the child (Morris & Gould, 1963).

This conclusion

has been used to explain the consistent finding that battering parents
expect their children to develop very rapidly, particularly in terms of
the child's ability to care for himself (Zalba, 1966; Brown & Daniels,
1968; Laury, 1970; Fontana, 1973; Kempe, 1973; Schneider, 1974).

Morris

and Gould suggested that "role reversal" has implications beyond the
high developmental expectations of battering parents.

The authors con

cluded that battering parents perceive in their children "adult powers
for deliberately displeasing and judging" (p. 47), similar to the
powers of their own parents.

The results of Morris and Gould's study

suggest that battering parents often experience frustration in
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satisfying their strong dependency needs and have difficulty being
nurturant with their children.

These general findings are supported by

the observations of several other authors (Brown & Daniels, 1968;
Wright, 1970; Spinetta & Rigler, 1972).
Smith et al. (1973) studied battering parents in England.

The

sample included 214 parents of 134 battered infants and children aged
under 5 years, and a control group comprised of the parents of 53
children admitted to the hospital as nonaccidental emergencies.

The

authors did not specify whether the battened children were abused or
neglected.

The data collected included a psychiatric interview, the

General Health Questionnaire, the Eysenck Personality Inventory, four
subtests of the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS), and the
criminal records of subjects.

This study was not designed to test

specific hypotheses, but the results provided a profile of character
istics of battering parents.
lower than controls.

WAIS scores of battering parents were

Battering mothers were described as neurotic as

assessed by a psychiatric interview (Smith et al., 1973).

This descrip

tion was supported by data from the General Health Questionnaire and
the Eysenck Personality Inventory, but scores on these measures were not
reported.

Battering mothers were further described as emotionally

immature, dependent, depressed and anxious, while battering fathers
exhibited a great deal of psychopathic behavior as assessed in the
psychiatric interview and by examination of criminal records (Smith et
al., 1973).

The authors did not provide a clear description of the

"neurotic" symptoms of the battering mothers in their sample, but they
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implied that these symptoms may be exemplified by the generally unhappy
family life described by battering mothers.
Paulson et al. (1974) used the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory (MMPI) to study 33 mothers and 27 fathers from families in
which battering was recognized.

Subjects in the battering group were

divided into subgroups based on varying degrees of responsibility with
regard to battering.

Of particular interest to this discussion, how

ever, is the subgroup composed of parents positively identified as
responsible for the battering (n = 18 females and 15 males).

Battering

parents were compared with a control group which included 63 mothers
and 37 fathers who were parents of children seen at a child psychiatric
outpatient clinic.

Interpretation of MMPI profiles of battering

mothers indicated more frequent conflicts centering around violence,
aggression, and authority as compared with the profiles of control
mothers, while profiles of battering fathers indicated more evidence
of psychotic-like thinking (Paulson et al., 1974).

Paulson et al. con

cluded that one area which should be evaluated in identifying battering
parents is the conflict experienced over the expression of aggression,
not just their inclination to express aggression toward their children.
Less systematic observations of battering parents by other authors
have supported this conclusion (Kempe et al., 1962; Zalba, 1966; Brown
& Daniels, 1968; Heifer, 1973).

Abusing Parents
Steele and Pollock (1968) studied 60 families at the University
of Colorado Medical School.

Physical abuse of children in these
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families was substantiated by medical examinations.

The degree of abuse

ranged from moderate (soft tissue swellings, bruises, and cuts) to
severe (broken bones, subdural hematomas, and severe bums).
for this study were collected during psychotherapy.

Most data

Secondarily, the

authors used data contained in test reports provided by a staff psychol
ogist.

The test battery administered included the WAIS, Rorschach,

Thematic Apperception Test (TAT), Figure Drawings and Sentence Comple
tion Test.

Steele and Pollock found that abusing parents did not fall

into any single psychiatric diagnostic category, although many had
emotional problems severe enough to warrant treatment.
Steele and Pollock concluded that abusive parents have diffi
culty with "motherliness" which they defined as providing tenderness,
appropriate emotional interaction and consideration for the needs and
desires of the child during the process of fulfilling the mechanical
responsibilities of feeding and dressing a child (Steele & Pollock,
1968, p. 115).

The authors suggested that abusive parents cannot pro

vide "motherliness" because they have many unmet dependency needs which
interfere with the process.

A further suggestion was that "motherliness"

develops from a confidence in oneself which abusive parents seem to
lack (Steele & Pollock, 1968).
parents as feeling worthless.

The investigators described abusive
They suggested that this low self-esteem

tends to create a pattern of emotional isolation, and results in
generally unsatisfactory interpersonal relationships for abusive
parents.
An additional area of functioning which Steele and Pollock found
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to be significant is the outlets which abusive parents have for their
aggressive drives.

One conclusion of the study was that abusive

parents use their children as a means of satisfying the need to express
aggression, but only when the children behaved in a way that these
parents could define as bad.

That is, abusive parents were not always

aggressive toward their children.

It seems as though the parent's need

to express aggression built, their child misbehaved (perhaps in some
minor way), and the parent was then able to justify aggression (or
abuse) as appropriate discipline (Steele & Pollock, 1968).
Young (1964) studied the social service case records of 167
families in which child abuse was reported.

She generated a survey of

discrete behaviors, related to family standards of behavior, marital
roles, and parental behavior toward children.

Each case record was

scored for each item of the survey based on comments and notes in the
record.

Young concluded from her survey that abusive parents seem

unable to give or receive affection, particularly in the relationship
with their children.

Abusive parents in her sample kept their children

from becoming involved in age-appropriate activities, as though they
were afraid to give up any degree of control over the children (Young,
1964).

Young suggested that these findings indicated that abusing

parents had a low sense of self-esteem, but she noted that they de
fended themselves against feeling inadequate, and were not likely to
express any concern in this area, at least not in relation to their
child-rearing practices.

An additional suggestion is that the rela

tionship between an abusing parent and his child may be similar to other
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interpersonal relationships of the parent.

For example, abusing parents

may have difficulty expressing affection in general, and also may be
concerned about controlling others or being controlled.
Melnick and Hurley (1969) conducted a controlled study in which
they compared 10 abusing and 10 control mothers at the Wayne County
Clinic for Child Study.
education.

Subjects were matched for age, social class and

The method of study was a comparison on 18 personality

variables derived from the California Test of Personality, the Family
Concept Inventory, the Manifest Rejection Scale and 12 TAT cards.

The

results of this study indicate that reliable differences between abusive
and control mothers could be demonstrated using the chosen measures.
The differences included:

(1) abusive mothers scored higher on TAT

pathogenicity (a lack of basic trust), and higher on TAT Dependency
Frustration--suggesting that abusive mothers perceived a lack of environ
mental and emotional support as well as marked dependency; (2) abusing
mothers scored lower on a TAT measure of need Nurturance, which sug
gested a deficiency in the capacity to empathize with and administer to
their children's needs; (3) abusive mothers scored lower on the
California Test of Personality assessment of self-esteem, which the
authors indicated was a contributing factor to generally poor family
adjustment; (4) abusing mothers scored lower on a measure of family
satisfaction as assessed by the Family Concept Inventory, which indi
cated that their families were not seen as adequate to satisfy their
emotional needs; and (5) abusing mothers scored lower on the Manifest
Rejection Scale, a measure of punitive and negative attitudes toward
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children.

This was a paradoxical finding and was explained by Melnick

and Hurley as extreme defensiveness against the expression of hostility
by abusive mothers as compared with controls.
Although Melnick and Hurley pointed out that their sample was
very small and composed largely of Negro subjects, they showed that a
set of reliable measures can distinguish between abusive and control
mothers, and might also differentiate neglecting mothers from these two
groups.

Neglecting Parents
Polansky et al. (1972) studied an unspecified number of families
in which child neglect was reported.
income, rural area of North Carolina.

Their sample was from a low
Primary attention was focused

upon the mothers in these families and data were collected during case
work visits.

A behavioral checklist was completed while observing the

personalities of the mothers and the level of care which they provided
for their children.

This Maternal Characteristics Scale delineated

several prevalent types of neglectful mothers, including:

apathetic-

futile mother, impulse-ridden mother, mentally retarded mother, mother
in a reactive depression, and psychotic mother.

Mothers fell into the

latter three groups much less often than in the former two groups,
therefore Polansky et al. described the personalities o'! the apatheticfutile mothers and the impulse-ridden mothers in sane detail.

The

authors found that apathetic-futile mothers presented a "pervasive aura
that nothing is really worth doing" (Polansky et al., 1972, p. 22).
Mothers in this group presented a picture of emotional numbness, but not
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depression.

They expressed low self-confidence and generally avoided

involvement in any community activities.

Apathetic-futile mothers ex

pressed anger passive-aggressively, especially in defiance of authority
figures.

In sharp contrast with the personality description of

apathetic-futile mothers, impulse-ridden mothers were described as
restless, actively aggressive, and defiant (Polansky et al., 1972).
They seemed to crave excitement, movement, and change.

Impulse-ridden

mothers were frequently involved in community activities, but they were
manipulative in their interpersonal interactions and unable to tolerate
stress or frustration (Polansky et al., 1972).
An important contribution of this study is the suggestion of at
least two very different personality descriptions of neglecting mothers.
The authors do not attempt to reconcile the differences, but they point
out the importance of the differences when comparing neglecting parents
to abusing parents and control subjects (Polansky et al., 1972).
Although the method of study used by these investigators is not easily
compared with the work on abusing parents, some personality dimensions
appear in both bodies of literature.

Specifically, self-esteem,

aggression, affection, and dependency are suggested as areas which could
be evaluated further.
Besides the abusive cases mentioned earlier, Young's case
records study included 180 families in which child neglect was reported
(Young, 1964).

She found that neglecting parents were totally immersed

in their own needs and tended to perceive their children as intrusions—
a description reminiscent of Morris and Gould's (1963) comments on
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battering parents.

These neglecting parents were rarely involved in

community activities and did not use the community services available
to them (Young, 1964).

The families functioned poorly, with neglecting

parents unable to carry responsibility, fulfill obligations, or plan for
the future.
Young described neglecting parents as generally detached from
deep emotion, even where their own needs were concerned.

That is,

although they were involved almost exclusively in their own needs, they
seemed to feel generally hopeless and did not invest much energy to
satisfy these needs (Young, 1964).

For example, Young found that

neglecting parents showed less concern with their dependency needs than
the abusive parents which she studied.

She concluded, ’’They neglect

not out of hatred but out of indifference” (p. 23).

The indifference

displayed by neglecting parents was exemplified in part by their
failure to show affection and/or nurturant behavior toward their chil
dren (Young, 1964).

Similarly, Young found that neglecting parents

were not defensive about expressing aggression.
openly, but without much energy or direction.

They expressed it
Consistent with a perva

sive feeling of indifference, neglecting parents seemed to have low
self-esteem, but they did not express much concern over this (Young,
1964).

Battering, Abusing. and Neglecting Parents— Summary of Research
A review of the literature suggests several areas of psychologi
cal functioning which may be systematically investigated to test the
suggestion that qualitative differences exist between parents who abuse
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and those who neglect their children.
clude:

Specifically, these areas in

dependency, dependency frustration, nurturance, self-esteem,

family adjustment, comnunity involvement, aggression, and affection.
Battering parents were consistently described as dependent
(Morris & Gould, 1963; Smith et al., 1973), as were abusing parents
(Steele & Pollock, 1968; Melnick & Hurley, 1969).

Both groups also

seemed to experience frustration in the satisfaction of their strong
dependency needs (Morris & Gould, 1963; Steele & Pollock, 1968;
Melnick & Hurley, 1969).

Young (1964) described neglecting parents as

less concerned with dependency needs and satisfaction of these needs
than abusing parents, while Polansky et al. (1972) did not refer to
dependency in their description of neglecting mothers.
Research has indicated that neither abusing nor neglecting
parents are nurturant (Morris & Gould, 1963; Young, 1964; Steele &
Pollock, 1968; Melnick & Hurley, 1969), but descriptions of parents in
the two groups have varied.

Steele & Pollock (1968) concluded that

abusing parents were able to attend to the mechanical responsibilities
of caring for their children, but not to the concurrent emotional and
interactional responsibilities.

However, Young (1964) found that

neglecting parents rarely attended to any of the needs of their children,
suggesting that neglecting parents might be less likely to provide
nurturance than abusing parents.
Abusing parents were described as lacking self-confidence, a
feeling which contributed to their unsatisfactory interpersonal relation
ships (Young, 1964; Steele & Pollock, 1968; Melnick & Hurley, 1969)*
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However, Young (1964) found that neglecting parents did not express low
self-esteem, even though their interpersonal relationships were not
satisfying.

These findings suggest that a measure of self-esteem

based on interpersonal behavior and satisfaction in interpersonal rela
tionships might be used to distinguish abusing and neglecting parents,
with abusing parents showing lower self-esteem in this area than
neglecting parents.
Poor family adjustment is a description which appears repeatedly
in the literature on battering parents (Morris & Gould, 1963; Smith et
al., 1973), abusing parents (Melnick & Hurley, 1969), and neglecting
parents (Young, 1964).

The groups seem to differ along this dimension

in that investigators found that abusing and battering parents reported
that their families functioned poorly (Morris & Gould, 1963; Melnick &
Hurley, 1969; Smith et al., 1973), but neglecting parents did not
report dissatisfaction in this area even though their families were
described as poorly adjusted by various investigators (Young, 1964;
Polansky et al., 1972).
Zalba (1966) described a sample of battering parents as unin
volved in community activities.

Similarly, neglecting parents studied

by Young (1964) did not participate in community activities nor did
they use the community services available to them.

No direct reference

to this variable is made in studies of abusing parents.

An operational

definition of community involvement seems to be missing in the litera
ture, which has made it difficult to explore the possibility that
abusing and neglecting parents differ along this dimension.
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Abusive parents reportedly experience much conflict and are
highly defensive about expressing aggression, particularly in response
to questions about their children (Steele & Pollock, 1968; Melnick &
Hurley, 1969; Paulson et al., 1974).

In contrast, Young (1964) con

cluded that neglecting parents expressed aggression openly, but
Polansky et al. (1972) described "impulse-ridden" neglecting mothers as
actively aggressive and "apathetic-futile" neglecting mothers as passive
aggressive.

The differences between abusing and neglecting parents

might be more clearly determined by assessing aggression under varied
circumstances.

That is, abusing and neglecting parents may differ on

a global measure of aggression and on a measure of aggressive or
hostile attitudes toward their children.
Closely related to the findings about aggression are the con
clusions investigators have reached concerning affectionate attitudes
toward children.

Neither abusing nor neglecting parents showed much

affection toward their children (Young, 1964; Steele 6c Pollock, 1968),
but Melnick and Hurley (1969) found that abusive mothers were defensive
about this behavior.

This research suggests that a measure of tender

or loving attitudes toward children might distinguish between abusive
and neglecting parents.
It is obvious that researchers have used different ways of
assessing the eight areas of psychological functioning summarized here.
Sane of the assessment techniques are difficult to replicate, such as
use of psychotherapy experience and review of social service case
records.

However, Melnick and Hurley (1 9 6 9 ), in their study of abusing
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and control mothers, used several instruments which are relatively
standardized.

The TAT, scored for need Dependency Frustration and need

Nurturance discriminated between mothers in the two groups and might
also discriminate neglecting mothers from abusing and control mothers.
Purcell (1965) suggested that the TAT can be used to globally assess
aggression, and Murray (1938) concludes that the TAT can measure needs
such as dependency.

Neither of these two investigators were studying

abusing or neglecting parents, but their evidence is relevant to this
area of research.

Melnick and Hurley (1969) also used the Manifest

Rejection Scale (MRS) developed by Hurley (1965) as an index of punitive
and aggressive attitudes toward children.

Hurley (1965) noted that the

instrument is also designed to indirectly measure affectionate attitudes
toward children, which he defined as the converse of punitive attitudes.
Melnick and Hurley (1969) used the Family Concept Inventory (FCI)
developed by van der Veen, Huebner, Jorgens and Neja (1964) to re
liably discriminate between abusing and control mothers.

Forty-eight

items form the FCI have been used by several researchers as a measure of
family adjustment (Hurley & Silvert, 1966; Tomaro, 1967; Hurley &
Palonen, 1967; Kovak & van der Veen, 1970; van der Veen & Kovak, 1974).
Van der Veen, Howard and Austria (1970) reported a test-retest relia
bility of .94 using a multiple choice response format of the 48 items.
Schutz (1967) developed the Fundamental Interpersonal Relations
Orientation - Behavior (FIRO-B) scale to assess how an individual
characteristically relates to other people.

This instrument is com

prised of six scales which measure "the behavior an individual
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expresses (e) toward others and the behavior he wants (w) others to
express toward him" (p. 4) in the areas of inclusion, control and affec
tion.

Schutz (1967) reported a mean reproducibility score for the six

scales of .94.

He also suggested that the FIRO-B can be used as a

measure of self-esteem in interpersonal behavior by noting differences
in responses to the scales when subjects are asked to respond as they
really behave and as they would ideally like to behave (Schutz, 1966).
The FIRO-B has not been used with abusing or neglecting parents, but
Schutzfs work suggests that it might assess interpersonal behavior and
satisfaction in interpersonal relationships.
It seems logical that assessment of community involvement needs
to consider the community services and activities available to the
subjects studied.

This variable can be operationally defined as use of

those specific community services available to all subjects and involve
ment in church groups, clubs, or other activity groups.

An operational

definition such as this allows further exploration of the possibility
that abusing, neglecting, and control parents differ in terms of their
involvement in the community.

Purpose and Hypotheses
The literature cited in this review provides tentative evidence
that abusing parents differ from neglecting parents, and parents in
both groups differ from parents who have not abused or neglected their
children.

This conclusion is reached by examining the results of three

relatively independent bodies of literature--studies of battering
parents, studies of abusing parents, and studies of neglecting parents.
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The intent of the present study was to test a series of hypotheses con
cerning differences among control parents, abusing parents, and
neglecting parents by systematically studying mothers in all three
groups in a single investigation.

The primary purpose was to clarify

and further refine descriptions of abusing and neglecting parents.

To

do this, abusing, neglecting, and control mothers with similar educa
tional, socioeconomic and environmental backgrounds were studied.

An

attempt was made to define child abuse and child neglect in such a way
that subjectivity was minimal in the selection of abusing and neglect
ing mothers.
Another purpose of the present study was to isolate variables
which distinguish abusing, neglecting, and control mothers by using
some of the dependent measures which were previously found effective in
discriminating between abusing and control mothers.

This purpose

addresses a problem earlier researchers have had in that it has been
difficult to replicate findings because reliable instruments to assess
personality characteristics of abusing and neglecting parents are only
suggested in the literature.
The social relevance of the problems of child abuse and child
neglect has been well established (Schneider, 1974).

However, the

role of psychological factors in these problems is not yet clearly
understood (Spinetta & Rigler, 1972).

An important purpose of the

present study was to contribute to developing theoretical formulations
concerning early identification and treatment of abusing and neglecting
parents.

It was expected that the descriptions provided by this study
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would be relevant to diagnostic and therapeutic efforts with abusing and
neglecting parents.

That is, if personality differences could be found

between abusing and neglecting parents, the implication would be that
different approaches to diagnosis and treatment might be considered.
An equally important purpose of the present study was to generate sug
gestions for further research concerning personality characteristics of
abusing and neglecting parents.
Predictions made in the present study are necessarily tenuous,
since they are based on formulations in early stages of development.
The findings of previous research served to guide rather than specify
the predictions of this study.
Three major hypotheses were tested in this study:
1.

It was predicted that abusing mothers would score higher
on a measure of dependency frustration than neglecting
mothers, and that neglecting mothers would score higher
than controls.

2.

It was predicted that neglecting mothers would score
lower on a measure of nurturance than abusing mothers,
and abusing mothers would score lower than controls.

3.

It was predicted that abusing mothers would score lower
on a measure of interpersonal self-esteem than
neglecting mothers, and that neglecting mothers would
score lower than controls.

Several non-directional hypotheses were also tested.

It was

predicted that abusing mothers would differ from neglecting mothers, and
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mothers in both groups would differ from control mothers on several
measures, but the direction of the differences was not predicted.

The

hypotheses were;
4.

Abusing, neglecting, and control mothers would differ on a
measure of dependency.

5.

Abusing, neglecting, and control mothers would differ on a
measure of family adjustment.

6.

Abusing, neglecting, and control mothers would differ on a
measure of community involvement.

7.

Abusing, neglecting, and control mothers would differ on a
measure of aggression.

8.

Abusing, neglecting, and control mothers would differ on a
measure of attitudes toward children, in terms of their
punitive attitudes, and, by implication, in terms of their
affectionate attitudes.

Instruments
Five cards from the TAT (1, 3BM, 8BM, 13MF, 18BM) were used.
Stories produced were scored for need Dependency Frustration, need
Nurturance, need Dependency, and need Aggression as defined by Dreger
(1975), to test the stated hypotheses.

The FIRO-B scales were used as

a measure of interpersonal self-esteem (Schutz, 1967).

A 48-item subset

of the FCI (van der Veen et al., 1964) was used as a measure of family
adjustment.

Community involvement was measured by responses to specific

questions asked in a semi-structured interview.
dren were assessed by the MRS (Hurley, 1965).

Attitudes toward chil

METHOD

Subjects
Subjects (Ss) were 56 women divided into three groups, includ
ing:

12 Ss suspected of physically abusing one or more of their

natural children (As), 12 Ss suspected of neglecting one or more of
their natural children (Ns), and 32 Ss who served as controls (Cs).
Four As were referred by Protective Service caseworkers in the
Division of Family Services of the Louisiana Department of Public
Welfare.

Evidence to support charges of abuse was provided by medical

examination of each A's child or children by the pediatric staff at
Earl K. Long Hospital for these cases.

The other eight As were referred

by caseworkers at the Baton Rouge Child Protection Center, with medical
evidence provided by the staff pediatrician for these cases.

Criteria

for abuse included at least one of the following indications among
each A's child or children:

(1) reliable reports of severe beatings

which may or may not have caused noticeable tissue damage; (2) frac
tured bones; (3) severe contusions; (4) parental inflicted burns or cuts.
The absence of a history of neglect was also a criterion for all As.
Three Ns were referred by Protective Service caseworkers in the
Division of Family Services of the Louisiana Department of Public
Welfare.

Evidence to support charges of neglect was provided by medical

examination of each N's child or children by the pediatric staff at Earl
K. Long Hospital for these cases.

The other nine Ns were referred by
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caseworkers at the Baton Rouge Child Protection Center, with medical
evidence provided by the staff pediatrician for these cases.

Criteria

for neglect included at least one of the following indications among
the children of each N:

(1) height and weight below the third per

centile of national norms with no known medical cause; (2) extremely
poor personal hygiene of the child or children; (3) reliable reports
of insufficient nourishment or physical care;

(4) reliable reports of

prolonged (one day or more) absence from heme without adequate adult
supervision provided.

The absence of a history of physical abuse as

defined here was also a criterion for all Ns.
Cs were selected at rand can from among women visiting the
general pediatric service at Earl K. Long Hospital,

At least one of

£'s natural children was a hospital patient on this service.

No C

had a reported history of either physically abusing or neglecting a
child.

Any C with a child suffering from a chronic illness requiring ^

more than one hospitalization for the same condition was eliminated
from participation.

Cs were divided into four subgroups:

white public

assistance recipients, black public assistance recipients, white non
recipients, and black non-recipients, with eight Cs in each subgroup.

Experimenters
Four male and four female advanced clinical graduate students
served as experimenters (ISs).

Testing Procedure
All As and Ns were referred to the investigator within 60 days
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of a report of abuse or neglect.

A letter was then sent to each of them

asking that they participate and explaining that the research was
designed "to help us understand more about you and your family."

The

letter identified Es as psychology graduate students, explained the
confidential nature of the information requested and insured each A or
N the right to refuse to participate.

Finally, a testing appointment

was proposed.
As and Ns were

tested in one of two different settings.

Six As

and

six Ns were tested in their home (heme group).

and

six Ns were in the office group. They were picked up at home,

brought

The other six As

to EarlK. Long Hospital where they were tested and then re-

tunred home by an E.

Cs were

given the same general information as As and Ns, but

this was done personally by an E_rather than by letter.

Cs were all

tested individually at Earl K. Long Hospital.
The actual testing procedure was identical for all Ss (As, Ns
and Cs), regardless of the setting in which they were tested.
The testing session began with a semi-structured interview
(Appendix A ) .

Ss were encouraged to expand their responses beyond the

questions asked in an attempt to establish rapport.

All responses were

written down by E_.
Four other dependent measures were administered during the
testing session:

the Manifest Rejection Scale (MRS), 48 items from

the Family Concept Inventory (FCI), the Fundamental Interpersonal Rela
tions Orientation - Behavior scales (FIRO-B), and five selected cards
of the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT).
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The MRS (Appendix B) was administered with the following in
structions:
The following statements are to be judged by you to indicate
how well they agree or disagree with your own opinion. The
statements themselves are both agreed and disagreed with by
many people, so t M r e are no "right" or "wrong" answers.
Please read each statement, then show your opinion by circling
the letters which best represent your own view (Hurley, 1974).
S_ indicated her answers while E read the statements from a separate form.
Forty eight items from the FCI (Appendix C) were administered
in the multiple choice format described by Hurley and Palonen (1967),
with the following instructions:
For each of the items, circle the number that shows how true
the item is for your family as it is now. You can circle
any number, from "0" to "8". At oneend, "0" means the item
is completely false for your present family. At the other
end, "8" means it is very true for your family as it presently
is. Circle only one number to the right of each item (van der
Veen, 1974).
IS indicated her answers while E read the statements from a separate form.
The FIRO-B was administered twice with Ss indicating their
answers while IS read the statements from a separate form.

During the

first administration (designated "real self"), standard instructions
were used (Schutz, 1967).

Then Ss were asked to respond to the items

"as though you are the ideal Ms.
designated "ideal self."

£8

."

These responses were

did not have access to their "real self"

responses while giving "ideal self" responses.
Cards 1, 3BM, 8BM, 13MF, and 18BM were selected

cwo indepen

dent judges (r = .86) on the basis of the stimulus value of each card
to elicit responses including need Nurturance, need Aggression, need
Dependency, and need Dependency Frustration (Murray, 1938; Dreger,

29

1975).

Standard administration procedures were used (Murray, 1943).

Scoring Procedure
Data collected in the Interview were used to determine demo
graphic characteristics of Ss, including:

age, education, income, age

at marriage, age at birth of first child, number of children, and
spouse“s age and education.

Marital status was also determined from

data collected in the interview. An index of community involvement was
derived by assigning a value of 1 to each positive answer to the
activities specified in these questions:
A.

Do you belong to any groups, such as church groups (1),
clubs (1), community centers (1)?

B.

What community services do you use, such as the Health
Center (1), Earl K. Long Hospital (1), Neighborhood
Service Centers (1)?

Responses were summed yielding an involvement score with a possible
range of 0 to 6.

It was possible for a S to earn a score higher than

6 by spontaneously mentioning some activity not indicated in the ques
tions, but no J3 did so.
MRSs were scored according to the self-scoring instructions
recommended by Hurley (1974).
scale into two types;

Agree

This scoring system divided items of the
(A) and Disagree (D).

All type A items

were scored:

S A = 4 , a = 3,

N =

2, d - 1, S D = 0 . All type D items

were scored:

SA = 0, a = 1,

N =

2, d = 3 ,

SD = 4. Item scores were

then summed to yield a total MRS score with a possible range of 0 to 120.
Higher scores indicated more punitive attitudes, and lower scores
indicated more affectionate attitudes toward children.
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A family adjustment score was obtained from the 48 items from
the FCI on which 27 clinicians showed high agreement (r = .95) as being
characteristic or uncharacteristic of the "ideal family" (van der Veen
et al., 1964).

An item was counted if S_ placed it on the same side of

the scale (like or unlike) as it was placed by the professional group.
The possible range of FCI scores was 0 to 48, with higher scores indi
cating better adjustment.
FIRO-B scores were obtained using standard scoring procedures
(Schutz, 1967), providing six scores from the "real self" administra
tion (expressed inclusion, expressed control, expressed affection,
wanted inclusion, wanted control, and wanted affection) and the same
six scores from the "ideal self" administration.

Discrepancy scores

(d-scores) were determined by calculating the absolute value of the
difference between each of the six scores on the "real self" and "ideal
self" administrations.
in Appendix D.)

("Real self" and "ideal self" means are found

The resulting d-scores were used as a measure of self

esteem (Schutz, 1966), with higher scores indicating greater dissatis
faction.
TAT stories were judged by two independent raters for the
presence or absence of the following needs (n) as defined by Dreger
(1975):
n Nurturance - to nourish, aid or protect someone; to give
sympathy, comfort, consolation or encourage
ment; to praise, to give gifts or presents;
to want and care for children.
n Aggression - to engage in a verbal quarrel, to criticize,
curse, belittle, ridicule, blame, to be angry
or hate someone; to attack, injure or kill
another person; to engage in a fist fight,
criminal assault; to punish too severely.
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n Dependency - to seek or desire aid, sympathy, protection or
help from others.
n Dependency Frustration - to have efforts to seek or desire
aid, sympathy, protection or help from others
frustrated or not accomplished.
Scores across raters were averaged to give a mean score within each of
the four need categories.

The possible range was 0 to 5 (0 or 1

possible on each of five cards).

RESULTS

The data were analyzed using the least squares method of
analysis of variance (ANOVA) program.

The design was completely ran

domized with a 3 x 2 (Group x Race) factorial arrangement of treatments.
An independent analysis was done on scores on each of the following
seven dependent measures:

TAT need Dependency Frustration, TAT need

Nurturance, TAT need Dependency, FCI family adjustment, community
involvement, TAT need Aggression, and MRS attitudes toward children.
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted on FIRO-B
d-scores.

In addition, six independent ANOVAs were done using d-scores

from each of the six FIRO-B scales as dependent measures--expressed
inclusion (El), expressed control (EC), expressed affection (EA),
wanted inclusion (WI), wanted control (WC), and wanted affection (WA).
The designs of the FIRO-B d-score analyses were the same as the one
used with the other dependent measures.
computed for each F-test.

Exact probability values were

Independent orthogonal comparisons were done

on pairs of means involved in the significant Group effects.

Each set

of orthogonal comparisons included a test between A and N, and a test
between C and AN (pooled mean for As and Ns).

The .05 level of sig

nificance was accepted throughout.
TAT stories were scored independently by two raters.

Inter

judge reliabilities were calculated using Pearson's product moment
correlations (Hayes, 1963).

The overall means and r for each need
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scoring category were:
need Nurturance - X =

need Dependency Frustration - X = .71, r = .92;
1.48, r = .83; need

Dependency - X = .83; r »

.88;

and need Aggression - X = 2.12, r = .92.
Adjusted mean scores and standard

deviations on each of the

dependent variables are presented in Table 1.

Mean scores were adjusted

to correct for the difference in n among the three groups (nA = 12;
nN = 12; nC = 32).

The results of the analyses of these means in terms

of each hypothesis were:
Hypothesis 1_ It was predicted that A mothers would score
higher on a measure of dependency frustration than N mothers, who
would score higher than Cs ( A > N > £ ) .

As shown in Table 1, the adjusted

mean TAT need Dependency Frustration scores were A = .917, N = 1.157,
and C = .500.

A significant Group main effect (F = 3.632; p = .0327)

was found (Table 2).

Post ANOVA testing indicated that A did not differ

significantly from N (Diff. = .24; F ** .284), but the difference between
C and AN (1.037) was significantly different (Diff. = .537; F * 5.87;
p <.05).

Thus, the hypothesis was partly supported because AN was

significantly higher than C, even though As did not score higher than
Ns.
Hypothesis 2_ It was hypothesized that Ns would score lower on
a measure of nurturance than As, who would score lower than Cs (N< A < C).
This hypothesis was not confirmed.

The ANOVA Group main effect using

TAT need Nurturance scores was not significant (Table 3).

Adjusted

mean scores were A = 1.208, N = 1.207, and C = 1.703.
Hypothesis 2

This hypothesis predicted that As would score

TABLE 1
ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON ALL DEPENDENT VARIABLES FOR
ABUSING, NEGLECTING, AND CONTROL MOTHERS

Abusing
n=12

Dependent Variable

TAT Ratings
need Dependency Frustration
need Nurturance
need Dependency
need Aggression
FIRO-B Discrepancy Scores
Expressed Inclusion (El)
Expressed Control (EC)
Expressed Affection (EA)
Wanted Inclusion (WI)
Wanted Control (WC)
Wanted Affection (WA)
Family Concept Inventory (FCI)
Community Involvement
Manifest Rejection Sale (MRS)

Neglecting
n=12

Control
n=32

X

SD

X

SD

X

SD

.917
1.208
.667
2.542

.92
.92
.94
1.47

1.157
1.207
.771
2.593

1.04
1.11
1.29
1.21

.500
1.703
.922
1.766

.66
1.34
.94
1.13

2.250
1.417
2.917
3.500
2.750

2.30
1.31
1.44
2.75
1.04
2.77

2.400
1.129
1.557
2.414
1.871
.929

1.78
1.00
1.44
2.31
1.31
.90

2.031
.781
1.750
1.500
1.375
1.281

1.36
.94
1.74
2.06
1.56
1.52

29.083

12.36

26.243

9.64

36.094

9.57

.917

.90

.614

.90

.875

.83

61.750

13.72

56.786

5.17

57.688

11.87

1.000
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TABLE 2
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TAT
NEED DEPENDENCY FRUSTRATION

Source

d.f.

M.S.

F

2

2.119

3.632

.0327

Race (R)

1

2.325

3.984

.0514

G x R

2

.456

.782

.5330

Error

50

Group

(G)

.584

£
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TABLE 3
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
TAT NEED NURTURANCE

Source

d.f.

M.S.

F

£

Group (G)

2

1.669

1.174

.3175

Race (R)

1

4.768

3.354

.0730

G x R

2

.419

.295

.7499

Error

50

1.421
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lower on a measure of interpersonal self esteem than Ns, who would
score lower than Cs ( A < N < C ) .

Adjusted mean d-scores from the six

scales of the FIRO-B are found in Table 1.

AM A N O V A using these six

scores for each group did not result in an overall Group effect
(F = 1.614; p = .1010).

Independent ANOVAs on each scale (Table 4)

resulted in significant Group main effects on two scales— WI (F = 3.637;
p = .0326) and WA (F = 3.737; p = .0299).

The Group main effect

approached significance for the EA scale (F = 2.828; p = .0670).
Orthogonal comparisons on WI adjusted mean scores (A = 3.500;
N = 2.414; C = 1.500) Indicated that A was not significantly different
from N (Diff. = 1.086; F = 1.41), but the difference between C and AN
(2.957) was significant (Diff. = 1.457; F = 5.85; p <.05).

WI

d-scores thus partly supported hypothesis 3, with all WI d-scores in
the predicted direction.
Post ANOVA tests on mean adjusted WA d-scores (A = 2,750;
N = .929; C = 1.281) resulted in a significant difference between A and
N (Diff. = 1.821; F = 6.626; p <".05) and no significant difference
between AN (1.839) and C (Diff. = .658; F = 1.29).

WA scores offer some

support for the prediction that As differ from Ns and Cs, but the direc
tion of differences was not consistent with hypothesis 3.
Orthogonal comparisons were also done on EA adjusted mean
d-scores (A = 2.917; N = 1.557; C = 1.750).

The difference between A

and N was significant (Diff. = 1.360; F = 4.21; p<.05), but the test
of AN (2.237) vs C was not significant (Diff. = .487; F = 1.35).

EA

d-scores provided some support for hypothesis 3, with A significantly
greater than N.

TABLE 4
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FIRO-B DISCREPANCY SCORES

FIRO-B Scale
Expressed Inclusion
Source

d.f.

M.S.

F

£

Expressed Control
M.S.

F

£

Expressed Affection
M.S.

1

£

Group (G)

2

.649

.237

.7925

1.901

1.750

.1825

7.144

2.828

.0670

Race (R)

1

11.016

4.023

.0503

2.583

2.378

.1294

5.319

2.106

.1530

G x R

2

.109

.040

.9611

.732

.674

.5187

1.229

.487

.6230

Error

50

2.738

1.087

2.526

OJ

00

TABLE 4 (Continued)

FIRO-B Scale
Wanted Inclusion
Source

d.f.

M,S.

F

Wanted Affection

Wanted Control
£.

M.S.

I

£

M.S.

F

£

Group (G)

2

18.082

3.637

.0326

2.266

1.131

.3314

12.029

3.737

.02 99

Race (R)

1

12.743

2.563

.1157

7.047

3.516

.0666

.429

.133

.7166

G x R

2

6.422

1.292

.2832

.797

.398

.6796

.582

.181

.8362

Error

50

4.972

2.004

3.219

u>
VO
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Hypothesis 4

It was predicted that A, N, and C mothers would

differ on a measure of dependency.

Adjusted mean TAT need Dependency

scores were A = .667, N = .771, and C = .922.

The hypothesis was not

supported by ANOVA results (Table 5) in which the Group main effect did
not reach significance.
Hypothesis 5_ The hypothesis predicted that A, N, and jC mothers
would differ on a measure of family adjustment.
provided for the hypothesis.

Some support was

As shown in Table 6, a significant Group

main effect was found (F = 4.635; p = .0140) using family adjustment
scores as the

dependent measure.

mean scores(A = 29.083;

Post ANOVA tests were done on adjusted

N = 26.243; C = 36.094).

A did not differ

significantly from N (Diff. = 2.840; F = .49), but AN (27.663) was sig
nificantly lower than C (Diff. = 8.431; F ■ 9.11; p<.01).
Hypothesis 6. No support was found for the hypothesis that A,
N, and C mothers would differ on a measure of community involvement
(Table 7).

The mean adjusted community involvement scores were A = .917;

N = .614, and C = .875.
Hypothesis

]_

It was predicted that A, N, and C mothers would

differ on a measure of aggression.

ANOVA results, found in Table 8,

offer support for this hypothesis with a significant Group main effect
(F = 3.049;

p = .0549). Adjusted

(A = 2.542;

N = 2.593; C

sons.

mean TAT need Aggression scores

= 1.766)were

analyzed with orthogonal compari

The difference between A and N was not significant (Diff. = .051;

F = .02) but AN (2.568) was significantly greater than C (Diff. = .802;
F = 6.37; p <.01).
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TABLE 5
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
TAT NEED DEPENDENCY

Source

Group

d.f.

(G)

M.S.

F

£

2

.314

.289

.7540

Race (R)

1

.052

.048

.8269

G x R

2

.435

.401

.6772

Error

50

1.086
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TABLE 6
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
FAMILY CONCEPT INVENTORY

d.f.

Source

Group

(G)

M.S.

F

£

2

505.059

4.635

.0140

Race (R)

1

75.324

.691

.4097

G x R

2

26.487

.201

.8204

Error

50

108.960
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TABLE 7
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Source

Group

d.f.

(G)

M.S.

F

£

2

.349

.488

.6221

Race (R)

1

.859

1.203

.2780

G x R

2

.685

.959

.6078

Error

50

.714
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TABLE 8
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
TAT NEED AGGRESSION

Source

d.f.

M.S.

F

E

Group (G)

2

4.375

3.049

.0549

Race (R)

1

3.644

2.539

.1174

G x R

2

.434

.302

.7446

Error

50

1.435
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Hypothesis 8

This hypothesis predicted that As, Ns, and Cs

would differ in terras of their punitive dnd affectionate attitudes
toward children.

No significant Group main effect was found in the

ANOVA of MRS scores (Table 9).

Adjusted mean scores were A = 61.750,

N = 56.786, and C = 57.688.
In summary, significant Group main effects were found on five
of the dependent measures, and one other difference approached signifi
cance.

Control subjects scored significantly lower than abuse and

neglect subjects (pooled) on TAT need Dependency Frustration, FIRO-B
wanted inclusion (WI), FCI family adjustment, and TAT need Aggression.
The differences between abusing and neglecting mothers on these mea
sures were not significant.

Abusing mothers scored significantly

higher than neglecting mothers on FIRO-B wanted affection (WA) and
FIRO-B expressed affection (EA).

No significant differences were found

among the groups on TAT need Dependency, TAT need Nurturance, community
involvement, Manifest Rejection Scale attitudes toward children, or
FIRO-B expressed inclusion (El), expressed control (EC), and wanted
control (WC).

Race Effects
Race effects were explored in the ANOVAs used to test the Group
effect hypotheses.

It was decided a priori to test the effects of race

on the dependent variables.

However, there was no evidence on which

to base hypotheses about race, therefore results of F-tests for race
are reported separately.
There were 16 blacks and 16 whites in the C group, 5 blacks and
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TABLE 9
ANALYSI S OF1 VARIANCE FOR
MANIFEST-REJECTION SCALE

Source

d.f.

M.S.

I

E

Group (G)

2

90.640

.753

.5196

Race (R)

1

591.096

4.910

.0313

G x R

2

168.762

1.402

.2546

Error

50

102.375
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7 whites in the N group, and 6 blacks and 6 whites in the A group
(Total = 27 blacks and 29 whites).

Mean scores on all dependent measures

for blacks and whites are presented in Table 10.
Race main effects were significant on the following measures:
(1) TAT need Dependency Frustration (F = 3.984; p = .0514, with blacks
scoring significantly higher than whites (see Table 2); (2) MRS atti
tudes toward children (F = 4.910; p = .0313), with blacks scoring higher
than whites (see Table 9); and (3) FIRO-B WI d-scores (F = 4.023; p =
.0503), with white: scoring higher than blacks (see Table 4).

The

overall Race effect in the MANOVA of FIRO-B d-scores was significant
(F = 2.575; p = .0310).

In the ANOVA for FIRO-B WC d-scores (Table 4),

the Race main effect approached significance (F = 3.516; p = .0666),
with whites scoring higher than blacks.

There were no significant

Group x Race interactions in any of the ANOVAs.

Additional Analyses

Welfare effect— In order to test the possible influence of being
a welfare recipient on responses to the dependent measures, 28 subjects
who were recipients were compared with 28 subjects who were non
recipients.

Independent one-way analyses of variance were done on each

of the dependent measures.

None of the resulting Fs reached signifi

cance (Table 13, Appendix D).

The overall Welfare effect was not sig

nificant in a MANOVA done on d-scores of the six FIRO-B scales (Table
14, Appendix D ) .

Home-Office effect--Half of the mothers in the A group (n = 6)
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TABLE 10
MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON ALL DEPENDENT
VARIABLES FOR BLACK AND WHITE MOTHERS

White
n=29

Black
n=27

Dependent Variable

X

SD

X

SD

TAT Ratings
need Dependency Frustration
need Nurturance
need Dependency
need Aggression

1.085
1.699
.821
2.015

.90
1.28
1.01
1.35

.631
1.047
.753
2.585

.68
1.08
1.02
1.09

FIRO-B Discrepancy Scores
Expressed Inclusion (El)
Expressed Control (EC)
Expressed Affection (EA)
Wanted Inclusion (WI)
Wanted Control (WC)
Wanted Affection (WA)

1.732
1.349
1.731
1.939
1.019
1.556

1.52
1.13
1.42
1.88
1.38
1.57

2.722
.869
2.419
3.004
1.812
1.751

1.68
.97
1.98
2.72
1.41
2.11

31.768

9.61

29.179

13.23

.940

.98

.664

.68

62.368

11.18

55.114

10.84

Family Concept Inventory (FCI)
Community Involvement
Manifest Rejection Scale (MRS)

and half of the mothers in the N group were tested in an office.
other subjects in each group were tested at home.

The

In order to test for

the effect of the place of testing for the subjects in these two groups
(all Cs were tested at an office), 2 x 2

(Group x Home-Office) analyses

of variance were done using each of the dependent variables (Table 15,
Appendix D).

A MANOVA was also done on d-scores of the six FIRO-B

scales (Table 16, Appendix D ) .

Significant Home-Office main effects

were found on the MRS scores (F = 7.083; p = .0150), with subjects in
the Office group scoring significantly higher than those in the Home
group (0 = 63.75; H = 54.25); and on the FIRO-B WC d-scores (F = 8.721;
p = .0079), with the Home group scoring higher than the Office group
(H = 2.083; 0 = .813).

The overall Home-Office effect was not signifi

cant in the MANOVA.

Descriptive Characteristics— A series of post hoc _t tests were
done on the means of data collected in the interview to compare sub
jects in terms of age, education, monthly income, number of children,
age at birth of first child, age at marriage, spouse's age, and spouse's
education.
Cs.

Data on As and Ns were pooled for comparison with data for

Means and

t_test

results are presented in Table 11.

AN did not

differ significantly from C on any of the variables tested.
As and Ns were also compared on the same descriptive character
istics (Table 12).

The only difference between the two groups was in

terms of their spouse's age, with N significantly higher than A.
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TABLE 11
DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF CONTROL
AND EXPERIMENTAL MOTHERS

Control

Experimental3

t

£

Age

24.66

26.08

.8173

—

Education
(years)

10.25

9.71

1.0020

318.38

320.46

.0337

—

2.66

3.13

.9340

—

Age at Birth of
First Child

18.13

18.47

.5831

Age at Marriage**

18.53

18.83

.2308

—

Spouse's Agec

29.69

31.30

.4435

—

Spouse's Education^
(years)

10.25

10.90

.6360

—

Variable

Monthly Income
Number of Children

__

Experimental means were calculated by pooling data on abusing and
neglecting mothers.
^ns = 28 Cs and 18 Es for this variable.
= 16 Cs and 10 Es for this variable.
dns = 16 Cs and 10 Es for this variable.
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TABLE 12
DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF
ABUSING AND NEGLECTING MOTHERS

Variable

Abusing

Neglecting

t_

£

Age

24.33

27.83

1.1337

—

Education
(years)

10.00

9.42

.6680

—

391.00

249.91

1.4066

—

2.83

3.42

.7600

—

Age at Birth of
First Child

18.25

18.00

.2643

—

Age at Marriage3

18.33

18.33

—

—

Spouse1s Age*3

26.83

38.00

2.3102

.05

Spouse's Education0

10.83

11.00

.1197

--

Monthly Income
Number of Children

ans =

9As and 9 Ns for this variable,

^ns =

6As and 4 Ns for this variable.

°ns =

6As and 4 Ns for this variable.

DISCUSSION

The results of the present study are Interpreted in this dis
cussion under several headings.

Demographic characteristics of mothers

in the abusing, neglecting, and control groups are discussed first.
The findings are then discussed in terms of each of the independent
variables investigated:

group, race, welfare, home-office.

This is

followed by observations made on the data collected in the interview.
Finally, the discussion is concluded with a summary of the results.

The Groups
Comparisons of the samples studied in the present research
suggested that mothers in the abusing, neglecting, and control groups
were highly similar on several demographic variables.

This is impor

tant in terms of understanding results of tests for other effects.

It

seems that the differences found on the dependent measures employed in
this study need not be attributed to demographic differences among the
groups.

Differences do not seem to be related to the age, education,

income, number of children, age at birth of first child, age at
marriage, or spouse's age and education of mothers in this study.
Demographic characteristics of subjects in this study were
similar to the characteristics which Gil (1970) described in his
national survey.

Most mothers were between 20 and 30 years old, had a

high school education or less, and were from lower socioeconomic groups.
Mothers in the present study and the battering parents described by
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Gil differed in terms of marital status.

Gil reported that 80% of his

sample was married at the time of battering, while only 42% of the
abusing and neglecting mothers in this study were currently married and
only 75% of them had ever been married.

Among control subjects, only

50% were currently married and 87.5% had ever been married.

While this

suggests that abusing, neglecting, and control subjects were comparable
on this variable within this study, the results do not coincide with
Gil's findings.

However, Spinetta and Rigler (1972) pointed out that

other investigators have found a high incidence of divorce and unstable
marriages among battering parents, which also disagrees with Gil's
conclusions.
Young (1964) reported that abusing and neglecting mothers were
highly mobile.

This was also true of the mothers in the subject pool

from which subjects for this study were chosen.

Of 35 mothers referred

to participate in this research over a 10-month period, only 24 could
be located.

Six of the subjects who were found had changed addresses

during the one-month period from referral to testing.
The results of comparisons on demographic factors are important
when comparing results of this study to research conducted in other
geographic areas.

Initial examination of the characteristics of the

groups used in the present study suggests that interpretation of
results may be seriously limited by the small group size, restricted
geographic area under study, and the low socioeconomic status held by
the mothers.

However, the similarity of the groups to descriptions of

national samples, in terms of age, education, socioeconomic status,
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marital status, and mobility, are encouraging.

It is suggested that

the results of this study may therefore be cautiously generalized to
other groups of abusing and neglecting mothers.

Group Differences
One prediction of the present study was that abusing mothers
would be more frustrated in the satisfaction of their dependency needs
than neglecting mothers * and that mothers in both groups would be more
frustrated than controls.

The measure of dependency frustration used

to test this hypothesis was TAT need Dependency Frustration, which
Melnick and Hurley (1969) used to discriminate between abusive and
control mothers.

This measure essentially assesses the subject's

projective recognition of situations where requests for help are denied.
Some support was provided for the stated hypothesis in that mothers in
the control group produced fewer responses concerning references to
situations in which requests for help were denied than either abusing
or neglecting mothers produced.

Consistent with previous research on

battering parents (Morris & Gould, 1963; Smith et al., 1973) and with
research on abusing parents (Steele & Pollock, 1968; Melnick & Hurley,
1969), it seems that both abusing and neglecting mothers are more
dependent than control mothers, and they also experience more frustra
tion in the satisfaction of their dependency needs.

The dependency and

accompanying frustration helps to explain why it seems to be difficult
for abusing and neglecting mothers to meet the age-appropriate depen
dency needs of their children.

As implied by the "role reversal"

hypothesis (Morris & Gould, 1963), abusing and neglecting mothers seem
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to have many unmet dependency needs of their own which interfere to the
extent that the mothers cannot successfully fulfill the dependency
needs of their children.

A further implication of the role which frus

trated dependency needs plays concerns the willingness of abusing and
neglecting mothers to ask for help.

It seems as though they may expect

their requests to be denied, which would increase their frustration
further, and decrease the likelihood of the requests being made.
It was predicted that abusing, neglecting, and control mothers
would differ on a measure of family adjustment.

It was found that

abusing and neglecting mothers did not differ significantly from each
other, but mothers in both groups scored lower than control mothers on
FCI family adjustment.

As compared with abusing and neglecting mothers,

control mothers reported that their families functioned more effec
tively.

Earlier researchers have assessed abusive mothers' satisfac

tion with their families (Melnick & Hurley, 1969).

The results

indicated that abusing mothers did not see their family as satisfactorily
fulfilling their needs.

Lower family adjustment, as found in the present

study, may help to explain why abusing mothers were not satisfied with
their family's functioning.

Perhaps the decision making processes,

division of responsibilities, relationships within the family, contacts
with others, and other components of family functioning are not
adequate in families in which abuse or neglect occurs, and the dis
satisfaction which abusive mothers reported is appropriate.

Although

the behavior of an abusing or neglecting mother contributes to low
family adjustment, it may be that the functioning of the family unit as
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a whole is an important interacting factor which increases the prob
ability of abuse or neglect occurring.
Another hypothesis was that abusing, neglecting, and control
mothers would differ on a measure of aggression.
scores were used to test this hypothesis.

TAT need Aggression

Scores were based on the

subject's projections of aggressive activities and were meant to be a
global index of aggression (Purcell, 1965).

In the present study,

abusing mothers and neglecting mothers did not differ significantly,
but mothers in both groups produced a greater number of aggressive
responses than control mothers.

These results support the earlier

findings that abusing and neglecting parents need to be evaluated in
terms of their conflicts over aggression (Paulson et al., 1974).
Although one criterion used to select the TAT cards in this study was
their stimulus value to elicit aggressive responses, the difference
found between abusing and neglecting mothers as compared with controls
suggests that mothers who abuse or neglect may be less well defended
against the expression of aggression.

That is, abusing and neglecting

mothers may have a lower threshold for expressing aggression than
mothers who do not abuse or neglect their children.
Another major hypothesis tested in the present study was that
abusing mothers would be less satisfied with their interpersonal
behavior than neglecting mothers, and mothers in both groups would be
less satisfied than controls.

Interpersonal satisfaction, or inter

personal self-esteem, was assessed in the present study by differences
in responses given to the FIRO-B when mothers were asked how they
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really behaved and how they would ideally like to behave.

A discrep

ancy score was generated for each of the six FIRO-B scales— expressed
inclusion, expressed control, expressed affection, wanted inclusion,
wanted control, and wanted affection.

A test of the differences

between abusing, neglecting, and control mothers across all scales was
not significant, but there were differences between mothers in the
three groups when scores on each scale were analyzed independently.
The hypothesis was not confirmed conclusively, but interpretation of
differences found on particular FIRO-B scales offers some support.
Significant differences were found on two scales, wanted inclusion and
wanted affection, and the differences on the expressed affection scale
approached significance.
Abusing and neglecting mothers were less satisfied than con
trols on the wanted inclusion scale.

The difference between abusing

and neglecting mothers was not significant, but abusing mothers were
less satisfied than neglecting mothers.

As compared with controls,

abusing and neglecting mothers reported that they wanted other people
to ask them to participate in activities more often.

This was inter

esting in that mothers in the three groups did not differ in their
satisfaction in the area of expressed inclusion.

It seems as though

abusing, neglecting, and control mothers were about equally satisfied
with their behavior in terms of the degree to which they try to include
others in their activities.

However, abusing and neglecting mothers

were not as satisfied with their perception of the degree to which
others reciprocate by trying to include them.

The pattern of satisfac

tion in the area of inclusion might be explained in part by the earlier
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conclusion that abusing and neglecting mothers seem to be very dependent,
but are reluctant to ask for help.

It may be that abusing and neglecting

mothers are not satisfied with the extent of interpersonal contact that
they have, but their solution to the situation is to have others include
them more, rather than initiating the activity themselves.
Another area of interpersonal behavior in which abusing,
neglecting, and control mothers differed was satisfaction in terms of
the affection they want others to show toward them.

Abusing mothers

were less satisfied in this area than either neglecting mothers or con
trols.

Abusing mothers reported that they currently receive less

affection from others than they would like to receive.

Mothers in the

three groups also differed in terms of the affection they show toward
others, with abusing mothers less satisfied than either neglecting
mothers or controls.

Abusing mothers reported that they wanted to

show more affection than they currently showed.
The concern and dissatisfaction which abusing mothers in this
study showed in the amount of affection they give and receive is con
sistent with earlier research which suggested that abusing mothers were
not able to show affection toward their children (Young, 1964; Steele
& Pollock, 1968).

Earlier conclusions are expanded, however, by the

results of this study.

It seems that abusing mothers have difficulty

not only in giving and receiving affection from their children, but in
their other interpersonal relationships as well.

A further suggestion

is that abusing mothers recognize this as a problem area and report
that they would like to give and receive more affection.

Young (1964)
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found that neglecting parents were less concerned with their needs than
abusing parents.

The results of the present study support Young's

findings in terms of the concern which abusing and neglecting mothers
show over their affectional needs.

Of all the areas investigated in

the present study, satisfaction in the amount of affection given and
received is the only area which distinguished abusing mothers from
neglecting mothers.

Abusing mothers seemed to feel less loving and

less lovable than their ideal, while neglecting mothers were relatively
more satisfied with the affection they showed and received.

This

difference may be related to the specific behavior which brought the
abusing and neglecting mothers to the attention of the Child Protec
tion Center in the first place.

That is, mothers who abuse their

children may see themselves as having behaved in a way that makes them
less worthy of affection, while neglecting mothers may evaluate them
selves less harshly in this area.

An alternative interpretation is

that abusing mothers wish to be more loving and more loved.

When

these needs are not met, they may experience increased frustration.
It can only be speculated from the results of this study, but it may
be that this additional source of frustration plays an important role
in determining whether a mother abuses or neglects her child.
In short, a composite description is offered by the positive
results of comparisons of abusing, neglecting, and control mothers.
Abusing and neglecting mothers seem to be more dependent and experience
more frustration in the satisfaction of these dependency needs than
controls.

Their families seem less effective in helping to meet these
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dependency needs, and they are reluctant to ask for help, but would
like for others to initiate contacts with them.

Abusing and neglecting

mothers seem to have a low threshold for expressing aggression, which
might be influenced by the frustrations they experience.

Furthermore,

abusing mothers may have an additional source of frustration in that
they would like to be able to give and receive more affection than they
currently do, while neglecting mothers may not experience this particu
lar source of frustration.
One purpose of the present study was to contribute to current
working hypotheses about diagnostic and treatment methods with abusing
and neglecting parents.

Mothers who abuse or neglect their children do

not seem likely to seek help.

It is also suggested that once they are

in therapy, they might not expect much to be gained in the sense that
they wouldn't expect the therapist to be able to meet their strong
dependency needs.

The implication here is that perhaps the most essen

tial step in establishing a therapeutic relationship with abusing and
neglecting mothers is the recognition of their dependency and the
efforts which the therapist makes to demonstrate his commitment to
trying to meet those needs.

The client might be expected to repeatedly

test the therapist's commitment and to respond aggressively when the
therapist does not fulfill the demands placed on him.

In light of the

concern which abusing and neglecting parents show about their own depen
dency needs, and the negative expectations which they have about having
those needs met, they could be expected to be extremely defensive about
the manner in which they meet or fail to meet the dependency needs of
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their children.

This would suggest that discussion of child rearing

practices is an area which should be avoided, at least in the early
stages of therapy.

It also suggests that family therapy, as an adjunct

treatment approach, might also be deferred until a comfortable rela
tionship is established with the abusing or neglecting parent, even
though it seems as though child abuse and child neglect result partly
from ineffective functioning within a family.

In therapy with abusing

and neglecting mothers, the therapist should also consider the relative
importance of affection to mothers in both groups.

The therapist could

recognize the frustration which abusing mothers experience in this area
as compared with neglecting mothers, and direct therapeutic efforts
more specifically toward the satisfaction of these needs when working
with mothers who abuse.
Schneider (1974) pointed out that the prognosis for therapy
with parents who abuse or neglect is poor.

The results of the present

study seem to support this conclusion, however, the prognosis might be
improved if the therapist working with abusing and neglecting parents
is not also responsible for protection of the children.

That is,

therapeutic efforts might be more successful if attention could be
devoted to meeting the dependency needs of the parent without extreme
involvement in the needs of the children in this family.
Several hypotheses which were tested in this study were not con
firmed.

These will be considered with particular attention given to

the measures used and to the possible implications and suggestions for
future research.
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A hypothesis of the present study which was closely related to
the one on dependency frustration was that abusing, neglecting, and
control mothers would differ on a measure of dependency.
Dependency was the measure of dependency used.
ences were found among the groups.

TAT need

No significant differ

This may be explained by the fact

that TAT need Dependency responses were confounded by TAT need Depen
dency Frustration responses.

That is, inherent in Dependency Frustra

tion responses was the requirement to first recognize situations where
requests for help were made, and then denied, while TAT need Dependency
assesses the recognition of situations where requests were simply made,
with no reference to the outcome of the request.

It should be noted

that when the outcome of the request was disregarded (TAT need
Dependency and TAT need Dependency Frustration pooled), abusing,
neglecting, and control mothers recognized requests with similar
frequency.

In terms of understanding dependency and dependency frus

tration, it seems that the more important factor may be ascribing a
negative outcome to requests for aid, rather than simply recognizing
the requests.

This hypothesis was not really tested in the present

study, but could be addressed in future research.
The MRS was used as a measure of punitive and affectionate atti
tudes toward children to test the hypothesis that abusing, neglecting
and control mothers would differ in their attitudes.
were found.

No differences

Melnick and Hurley (1969) got paradoxical results using

the MRS, with abusing mothers showing less punitive and more affectionate
attitudes toward their children than control mothers.

Young (1964)
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pointed out that abusing parents were highly defensive about their child
rearing practices, and Melnick and Hurley used the same explanation to
discuss their results.

Items on the MRS deal rather specifically with

child rearing practices and opinions, and may therefore raise the sub
ject's defenses to the extent that socially desirable responses are
more likely than the subject's true opinion.

This conclusion is based

on the finding that abusing mothers expressed a desire to be more
affectionate in general, but they were not different from neglecting
and control mothers on the measure of affectionate attitudes toward
children.

Abusing and neglecting mothers also seemed to have a lower

threshold for aggression than control mothers, but the groups did not
differ in terms of their punitive or hostile attitudes toward children.
The apparent confusion in the results of this study and the paradoxical
findings in the Melnick and Hurley study suggest that the MRS may not
be a productive instrument to use in future research with abusing and
neglecting parents.
Several other hypotheses which were made in this study seem to
be related to the conclusions reached on interpersonal self-esteem.

It

was predicted that neglecting mothers would be less nurturant than
abusing mothers, and mothers in both groups would be less nurturant
than controls as assessed by TAT need Nurturance scores.
sis was not supported.

This hypothe

It may be that the measures of affection from

the FIRO-B were also assessing nurturance, and in a somewhat more direct
manner.

Young (1964) assessed nurturance by noting examples of specific

behaviors in case records.

She concluded that abusing parents were less

nurturant than controls, and that neglecting parents might be less
nurturant than parents in either group.
to deal with specific behaviors.

The FIRO-B is also designed

If satisfaction in the areas of

expressed and wanted affection were used as an index of nurturance, it
would seem that abusing mothers want to be more nurturant than they
are, while neglecting mothers and controls are more satisfied with
nurturance which they give and receive.

It is not suggested that

FIRO-B affection scales are the best measures of nurturance, but merely
that a more direct measure of nurturant behavior might discriminate
between abusing, neglecting, and control mothers better than TAT need
Nurturance.
This study attempted to discriminate between abusing, neglect
ing, and control mothers with a measure of community involvement which
was operationally defined as participation in several specified activi
ties in the community.
three groups.
too restricted.

No differences were found among mothers in the

It may be that the definition used in this study was
Of six activities mentioned, subjects reported that

they used or participated in less than one of them on the average.
Other investigators have used a less specific definition of conmunity
involvement (Young, 1964; Zalba, 1966; Polansky et al., 1973) and they
concluded that abusing and neglecting parents were not very involved
in community activities.

It was mentioned earlier in this discussion

that abusing and neglecting mothers expressed a desire to have others
include them in activities more.

This might be translated to include

participation in community activities.

In any case, future investigators
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might discriminate abusing, neglecting, and control parents with a mea
sure of community involvement which is less restricted than the one
used in this study.
Although abusing and neglecting mothers differed from control
mothers on measures of dependency frustration, family adjustment, and
aggression, no difference was found between mothers who abuse and
mothers who neglect along these dimensions.

This seems to be related

to the global nature of the instruments used.

A suggestion for further

research efforts is to continue to attempt to refine current descrip
tions of abusing and neglecting mothers with more refined measurements.
For example, a qualitative assessment of the need Dependency Frustra
tion and need Aggression responses might point to subtle differences
between abusing and neglecting mothers.

Similarly, the assessment of

family adjustment used in this study gave only a global measure of
family adjustment.

An analysis of responses to specific items might

reveal patterns of family functioning which distinguish abusing mothers
from neglecting mothers.

Race Effects
Although no hypotheses were made concerning differences between
black and white mothers in this study, some important differences were
found.

Situations in which dependency was frustrated were recognized

more frequently by blacks than by whites.

Blacks also expressed a

desire to have less control exerted over them in interpersonal rela
tionships.

These results suggest that blacks may be more dependent
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than whites, that they may experience more frustration in their requests
for help, and that this may be related to their perception that other
people exert too much control over them.

These findings may be partly

explained by the fact that all experimenters in the present study were
white.

It could be that the testing situation was perceived as more

coersive by black subjects than by white subjects.

That is, the white

experimenter may have been perceived as more of an authority figure by
blacks than by whites.

Thus, the testing situation could be experienced

by blacks as similar to other contacts with social service agencies in
which the person in authority is often white.
Blacks and whites also differed in terms of their attitudes
toward children, with blacks expressing more punitive attitudes.

One

explanation is that blacks actually use more punitive disciplinary
approaches than whites use.

This interpretation is supported by the

fact that Melnick and Hurley's largely black sample had a mean score of
60 on the MRS and the mean score of blacks in the present study was
61.75.

An alternate explanation is possible however.

It could be that

white mothers were more defensive about expressing punitive attitudes
to a white experimenter (someone who could have been seen as similar to
themselves), while blacks were less defensive because the experimenter
was perceived as dissimilar.

This explanation is obviously based on

the assumption that subjects were highly sensitive to the race of the
experimenter and that social desirability differentially influenced MRS
scores.
Blacks and whites differed on a measure of their interest in
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involving others in their activities.

Whites were less satisfied with

their behavior in this area than blacks were.

Whites also reported

that they currently try to involve others less than blacks do and that
they would ideally like to involve others more than blacks would
ideally like to.

These results may have some implications for therapy

with abusing and neglecting mothers, even though the differences were
across all groups.

Schneider (1974) suggested that group therapy is

a favored approach to use with abusing and neglecting parents.
requires some degree of involvement among the members.

This

If black

mothers are less concerned with involving others in their activities
as compared with white mothers, it could be more difficult to engage
them in the process of group therapy.

This interpretation could be

tested in a study of racial differences in participation during therapy.
In summary, the racial differences found in this study point
to the importance of considering the race of the experimenter in future
research.

Some support is offered for this suggestion by the fact that

racial differences which were found were across all groups, no inter
action effects were found.

The nature of the variables on which racial

effects were found was also considered in explanations of the findings
of this study.

Even so, the importance of the race of the experimenter

is only suggested and offered for further empirical testing.

Welfare Effects
No differences were found when welfare mothers were compared
with non-welfare mothers.

One reason that the groups did not differ

may be that their monthly incomes were very similar even though their

sources of support were different (weIfare-no welfare).

It seems that

monthly income might be considered as an important independent variable
in future research when subjects are from varying socioeconomic groups,
but perhaps less attention needs to be given to this variable when
subjects are chosen from among lower socioeconomic groups.

Hone-Office Effects
The site of testing differed among abusing and neglecting
subjects, with one half of the mothers tested at home and one half
tested in the office.

Mothers tested in the office expressed more puni

tive attitudes toward their children than mothers tested at home.
Mothers tested at home expressed more dissatisfaction with the control
exerted over them by others.

They reported that ideally others would

exert less control over them than was currently true.

It may be that

when the experimenter went into the subject's home, the subject
experienced very little control over the situation and felt required to
participate.

Similarly, this situation could have made the subjects

more defensive about their attitudes toward their children, with the
result being that they expressed less punitive attitudes.

The influ

ence of the site of testing on control subjects could not be tested in
the present study because all control subjects were tested in the office.
Future research could focus on this variable, however, to test the
hypothesis that entering a person's home to do psychological testing
increases his defensiveness.
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Interview Observations
A semi-structured interview was used in the present study to
serve two major purposes.

One important reason was to help establish

seme rapport with the subject.
results in this regard.

The interview seemed to have mixed

Some subjects were quite involved in the

interview and offered much information beyond the questions posed.

On

the other hand, seme mothers seemed defensive about discussing many
areas of their lives which the interview explored.

There did not seem

to be a pattern involved which would help to explain why the questions
received such differential responses.

It was noted, however, that

although most mothers interviewed seemed to have similar verbal skills,
some were much more verbose than others.

By means of a very global,

subjective assessment of behavior during the interview, experimenters
agreed that there did not seem to be much variability in the intellec
tual skills of the subjects in the abusing, neglecting, and control
groups.
The second primary purpose of the interview was to suggest some
general areas which might be explored in future research with abusing
and neglecting mothers.

While a detailed analysis of interview responses

was not done, the second purpose is served by noting seme trends in
responses to questions.
It was noted that abusing and neglecting mothers seemed to give
rather extreme responses to questions concerning spare time.

They

either reported that they had very little time to themselves, or that
they had much too much time to kill.

Control mothers, on the other

hand tended to report that they had enough time to themselves, but not
too much.

In the same vane, abusing and neglecting mothers reported

solitary activities as the primary way in which they spent their spare
time, while control mothers mentioned activities involving family
members and friends more frequently.

The loneliness and isolation

which abusing and neglecting mothers described might be operationalized
and tested to give some indication of the environmental supports or
lack of supports which abusing and neglecting mothers have available to
them.
When interviewing abusing and neglecting mothers, a shift in
tone and participation was noted when questions were about their chil
dren, as opposed to when questions were about themselves.
was not obvious when interviewing control mothers.

This shift

Mothers who were

highly verbal in response to questions about their own childhood, and
their current responsibilities and relationships became more defensive
and less involved in the interview when questions were directed toward
their children.

For example, they frequently were unable to remember

when their child or children had begun to walk or talk, or toilet
train, yet they could recall vivid examples of things which had
happened in their own childhood.

Abusing and neglecting mothers were

frequently unable to recall a situation in which their children had
understood their feelings, but made reference to things which they had
done for their own parents which indicated that as children they were
expected to attend to the needs of their parents.
seem to be generally true of control mothers.

These things did not

The impressions gleaned
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from this interview support some of the findings on the more objective
measures in this study.

Abusing and neglecting mothers seemed more

dependent than controls, seemed to enjoy the opportunity to talk about
themselves more than controls and were more defensive in response to
questions about their children.

These findings might be considered

when future research is designed, in that efforts to discern details
of the relationship which abusing and neglecting mothers have with
their children might need to be assessed after some effort is made to
meet the mother’s needs during initial stages of the investigation.
One possibility is that research efforts might be less confounded by
defensiveness if they were conducted as a part of services offered to
abusing and neglecting mothers rather than independent from other
service and contact.

Summary
The mothers studied in this investigation compared favorably
with other samples of abusing and neglecting mothers on a number of
demographic variables.

Within the limitations of the small sample

size used, the low socioeconomic status of most subjects, and logisti
cal problems encountered in collection of data, the results of the
present study offered some refinements of earlier descriptions of
abusing and neglecting mothers.
For the most part, abusing mothers and neglecting mothers were
more alike than different on the variables investigated.

However,

mothers in both groups were differentiated from control mothers using
several of the chosen measures.

Abusing and neglecting mothers were
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more dependent and experienced more frustration in the satisfaction of
their dependency needs than control mothers.

Control mothers seemed to

be more satisfied with their interpersonal behavior than either abusing
or neglecting mothers.

A particular area of concern for abusing and

neglecting mothers was their perception of the degree to which other
people invite them to participate in activities.

As compared with

mothers in the control group, mothers in the abusing and neglecting
groups reported that their families functioned less effectively.

Abusing

and neglecting mothers also seemed to have a lower threshold for ex
pressing aggression than controls.
The only difference found between abusing and neglecting mothers
was in their level of satisfaction with the affection they give and
receive.

Abusing mothers reported that they would ideally like to be

more affectionate, and that they would like people to show more affec
tion toward them, while neglecting mothers did not express much concern
about the affection they give or receive.
The present study offered some suggestions which might be tested
in therapy with abusing and neglecting mothers.

Mothers who abuse or

neglect their children do not seem likely to seek help.

Initial goals

in therapy might be directed toward providing support for these women
and encouraging them to indulge their dependency needs.

Family therapy

might be considered as an ancillary approach in the later stages of
working with families in which abuse or neglect occurs.

It was sug

gested that the prognosis for change among abusing and neglecting
mothers might be improved if the therapist is not also responsible for
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protective care of abused or neglected children and therefore able to
devote more attention to the parents.
Future efforts to describe personality characteristics of abusing
and neglecting mothers might consider refining instruments to measure
aggression, dependency frustration and family adjustment.

It was

further suggested that behavior or attitudes toward children as an area
of investigation tends to raise the subjects' defenses and does not
seem to be the most productive area of research to pursue at the present
stage of theoretical development.

Operational definitions and descrip

tions of nurturance and community involvement are still needed.

This

study suggested that race and site of testing be considered as important
independent variables in future research.

It was also suggested that

consideration be given to conducting research as a part of delivery of
services to abusing and neglecting mothers.
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APPENDIX A
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Demographic Data
1.

Name

2.

Race

3.

Age

4.

Education

5.

Marital Status
If ever married - Spouse's Age
Spouse's Education
Spouse's Employment
Age when married - Wife
Husband

6.

What is your source of support?
What is your approximate income?
If employed, about how many hours each week do you work?

II.

Current Situation
1.

How did you get involved in this project?

2.

Is there a social worker coming to see you?

3.

How did you get started with her?

NOTE:

III.

What happened?

These questions were addressed only to As and Ns and
were followed by a brief discussion of the events
surrounding abuse or neglect.

Early Childhood Experiences
1.

Can you remember much about when you were a child?

30

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
(Continued)

2.

Who raised you?

3.

Do you have brothers and sisters?
If yes, how many - Brothers
Ages
Sisters
Ages

4.

What kind of a child were you?

Describe yourself.

5. Who punished you when you misbehaved?
What did they do?
6.

(Example)

What happened when you did something right? (Example)

7. Did you behave most of the time?
8.

IV.

Do you think that your parents were pleased with you most
of the time? Why, or why not?

Current Responsibilities
1.

Who takes care of most of the chores at hone?

(Example)

Does your husband help?
How about the children?
2.

Would you like for this situation to be changed?
If so, how would you change it?

3.

Do you have much time to yourself?
About how much?

4.

How do you use your spare time?

5. What do you do with your children when you want to go out?
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
(Continued)
Do you use a babysitter?
Who?
How often?

V.

6.

Do you belong to any groups, such as church groups, clubs,
community centers?

7.

What community services do you use, such as the Health Center,
Earl K. Long Hospital, Neighborhood Service Centers?

Attitudes Toward Children
1.

How many children do you have?
Sex
Age

2.

Have any of your children ever been seriously ill?
If so, please specify.

3.

Were there any problems during delivery or shortly after
the birth of any of the kids?

4.

Were your children planned?
Could they have come at a better time for you?

5.

What is the first problem you can remember having with your
child? (Child refers to abused, neglected or hospitalized child.)

6.

When did your child first begin to:

Walk
Talk
Toilet train
Dress himself

Do you think that he (she) did these things at about the right
age, or was the child early, or slow?
7.

Do you feel like your child (children) understand your
feelings?
Describe some times when they seem to and some times when
they don't seem to.

8.

Is having children about what you expected it to be like:
Please elaborate.

82

APPENDIX B
MANIFEST-REJECTION SCALE

Strongly
Agree

agree

a
3 <D
o H*
H rt
cr
CU(D
H* K
01
Cl 01
04 04
H H
fl> fl>
(D (D

disagree

Strongly
Disagree

1.

It is hard to make some children really
"feel bad."

SA

a

N

d

SD

2.

Children do not "act lazy" without some
important reason.

SA

a

N

d

SD

3.

Children should not be allowed to argue
with their parents.

SA

a

N

d

SD

4.

It is healthy for children to sometimes
express anger toward parents.

SA

a

N

d

SD

5.

A wise parent will teach the child just
who is boss at an early age.

SA

a

N

d

SD

6.

When children get into serious trouble it
is really their parents' fault.

SA

a

N

d

SD

7.

Young children who refuse to obey should
be whipped.

SA

a

N

d

SD

8.

Spanking children usually does more harm
than good.

SA

a

N

d

SD

9.

Most children get more sympathy and
kindness than is good for them.

SA

a

N

d

SD

10.

Making a child feel loved is the surest
way to get good behavior.

SA

a

N

d

SD

11.

Most children need sane of the natural
meanness taken out of them.

SA

a

N

d

SD

12.

It is good for children to sometimes
"talk-back" to their parents.

SA

a

N

d

SD

13.

A great deal of discipline is necessary
to train children properly.

SA

a

N

d

SD
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MANIFEST-REJECTION SCALE
(Continued)
14.

Giving mischievous children a quick slap
is the best way to quickly end trouble.

SA

a

N

d

SD

15.

An intelligent child should not be shamed
for poor school work.

SA

a

N

d

SD

16.

Firm and strong discipline make for a
strong character in later life.

SA

a

N

d

SD

17.

Most children enjoy helping their parents.

SA

a

N

d

SD

18.

Children must be constantly "kept after"
if they are to do well later in life.

SA

a

N

d

SD

19.

Babies rarely cry "just to get attention."

SA

a

N

d

SD

20.

Children should be spanked for temper
tantrums.

SA

a

N

d

SD

21.

Often it is a mistake to immediately
punish a child who has been very bad.

SA

a

N

d

SD

22.

A naughty child sometimes needs a slap
in the face.

SA

a

N

d

SD

23.

It is normal and healthy for children to
occasionally disobey parents.

SA

a

N

d

SD

24.

Most children need more discipline than
they get.

SA

a

N

d

SD

25.

Parents should not insist that young
children eat unwanted food.

SA

a

N

d

SD

26.

When parents speak, children should obey.

SA

a

N

d

SD

27.

Sneakiness in children is usually caused
by poor training methods.

SA

a

N

d

SD

28.

Children are happier under strict training than they are under lenient training.

SA

a

N

d

SD

29.

Very strict discipline may destroy what
SA
might have developed into a fine personality.

a

N

d

SD

30.

Most children need more kindness than they
usually receive.

a

N

d

SD

SA
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APPENDIX C
FAMILY CONCEPT INVENTORY

1.

We usually can depend on each other.

Least
like
0 1 2

2.

We have a number of close friends.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

3.

We feel secure when we are with each
other.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

4.

We do many things together

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

5.

Each of us wants to tell the others
what to do.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

6.

There are serious differences in our
standards and values.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

7.

We feel free to express any thought
or feeling to each other.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

We are an affectionate family.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

10.

It is not our fault that we are
having difficulties.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

11 .

Little problems often become big
ones for us.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

12 .

We do not understand each other.

0

12

3

4

5 6

7 8

13.

We get along very well in the community. 0

1 2

3

4

5

6

7 8

14.

We often praise or compliment each
other.

0 1 2

3

4

5

6

7 8

15.

We do not talk about sex.

0

1 2

3

4

5

6

7 8

16.

We get along much better with persons
outside the family than with each other.

0 1 2

3

4

5

6

7 8

17.

We are proud of our family.

0 1 2

3

4

5

6

7 8

18.

We do not like each other’s friends.

0 1 2

3

4

5

6

7

8 . Our home is the center of our

3

4

5

6

Most
like
7 8

activities.
9.

8

FAMILY CONCEPT INVENTORY
(Continued)
Least
like
There are many conflicts in our family.

0 1 2

3

4 5

8

We are usually calm and relaxed when
we are together.

0

1 2

3

4 5

8

We respect each other's privacy.

0

1 2

3

4

5

8

Accomplishing what we want to do
seems to be difficult for us.

0

1

2

3

4

5

8

We tend to worry about many things.

0

1 2

3

4 5

8

We are continually getting to know
each other better.

0

1 2

3

4 5

8

We encourage each other to develop
in his or her own individual way.

0

1 2

3

4

5

8

We have warm, close relationships
with each other.

0

1 2

3

4 5

8

Together we can overcome almost
any difficulty.

0

1 2

3

4 5

8

We really do trust and confide in
each other.

0

1 2

3

4 5

8

The family has always been very
important to us.

0

2

3

4 5

8

1 2

3

4 5

8

1 2

3

4 5

8

We get more than our share of illness.
We are considerate

of each other.

We can stand up for our rights if
necessary.
We have good times

together.

1

0
0
0

1

2

3

4

5

8

0

1 2

3

4 5

8

We live largely by other people's
standards and values.

0

1 2

3

4 5

8

Usually each of us goes his own
separate way.

0

1 2

3

4 5

8
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FAMILY CONCEPT INVENTORY
(Continued)
Least
like

Most
like

36.

We resent each other's outside
activities.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

37.

We have respect for each other's
feelings and opinions even when
we differ strongly.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

38.

We sometimes wish we could be an
entirely different family.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

39.

We are sociable and really enjoy
being with people.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

40.

We are a disorganized family.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

41.

Our decisions are not our own, but are
forced upon us by circumstances.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

42.

We are not really fond of one another.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

43.

We are a strong, competent family.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

44.

We just cannot tell each other our
real feelings.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

45.

We are not satisfied with anything
short of perfection.

46.

We forgive each other easily.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

47.

We usually reach decisions by
discussion and compromise.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

48.

We can adjust well to new situations.

0

1

2

3

4

0 1 2 3 4

5

6

5

7

8

6 7 8
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APPENDIX D
TABLE 13
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR INDIVIDUAL DEPENDENT
MEASURES TO TEST WELFARE EFFECT

TAT need Dependency Frustration
Source
Welfare
Error

d.f.

M.S.

I

1

.071

.108

54

.664

E
.7432

TAT need Nurturance
Source

d.f.

M.S.

£

Welfare

1

.004

.003

54

1.522

Error

£
.9559

TAT need Dependency
Source

d.f.

M.S.

F

Welfare

1

.362

.350

54

1.033

Error

£
.5635

Family Concept Inventory
Source

d.f.

M.S.

F

Welfare

1

2.161

.018

54

121.994

Error

£
.8898
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TABLE 13 (Continued)

Community Involvement
Source

d.f.

M.S.

I

Welfare

1

.643

.877

54

.733

Error

£
.6444

TAT need Aggression
Source

d.f.

M.S.

I

Welfare

1

.754

.464

54

1.625

Error

£
.5055

Manifest-Rejection Scale
Source

d.f.

M.S.

I

Welfare

1

1.143

.009

54

128.433

Error

£
.9223
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TABLE 14
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FIRO-B DISCREPANCY
SCORES TO TEST WELFARE EFFECT

Expressed Inclusion
Source

d.f.

M.S.

F

Welfare

1

1.786

.641

54

2.786

Error

£
.4268

Expressed Control
Source

d.f.

M.S.

F

Welfare

1

.161

.143

54

1.126

Error

£
.7070

Expressed Affection
Source

d.f.

M.S.

F

Welfare

1

.071

.025

54

2.849

Error

£
.8750

TABLE 14 (Continued)

Wanted Inclusion
Source

d.f.

Welfare
Error

M.S.

F

1

19.446

3.638

54

5.346

E
.0618

Wanted Control
Source

d.f.

M.S.

F

Welfare

1

.161

.077

54

2.100

Error

E
.7830

Wanted Affection
Source

d.f.

M.S.

Welfare

1

9.446

Error

54

3.306

F
2.857

E
.0967

TABLE 15
ANALYSIS OF VMIANCE FOR INDIVIDUAL INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
TO TEST HOME-OFFICE EFFECT

Dependent Variable
TAT need
Dependency Frustration
Source

d.f.

M.S.

F

TAT need
Nurturance

E

M.S.

£

TAT need
Dependency
E

M.S.

F

E

Group (G)

1

.167

.194

.6642

.042

.037

.8501

.042

.032

.8593

Home-Office
(HO)

1

.167

.194

.6642

.000

.000

1.0000

1.042

.806

.3799

G x HO

1

1.500

1.748

.2011

.042

.037

.8501

1.042

.806

.3799

20

.858

Error

1.138

1.292

TABLE 15 (Continued)

Dependent Variable
Family Concept
Inventory
Source

d.f.

M.S.

F

Community
Involvement
E

M.S.

F

TAT need
Aggression
E

M.S.

F

E

Group (G)

1

54.000

.404

.5321

.667

.851

.3672

.042

.022

.8849

Home-Office
(HO)

1

.167

.001

.9722

.667

.851

.3672

.667

.344

.5640

G x HO

1

32.667

.254

.6263

1.500

1.916

.1817

.375

.194

.6047

20

133.550

Error

.783

1.938

VO

N>

TABLE 15 (Continued)

Dependent Variable
Manifest-Rejection
Scale
Source

d.f.

M.S.

F

£

Group (G)

1

181.500

2.347

.1390

Home-Office
(HO)

1

541.500

7.083

.0150

G a: HO

1

294.000

3.846

.0639

20

76.450

Error

VO
Co

TABLE 16
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR INDIVIDUAL
FIRO-B DISCREPANCY SCORES TO
TEST HOME-OFFICE EFFECT

FIRO-B Scale
Expressed Inclusion
Source

d.f.

M.S.

F

E

Expressed Control
M.S.

F

E

Expressed Affection
M.S.

£

£

Group (G)

1

.375

.082

.7780

.667

.482

.4955

10.667

5.203

.0336

Home-Office
(HO)

1

1.042

.227

.6390

1.500

1.084

.3102

.667

.325

.5748

G x HO

1

.375

.082

.7780

.667

.482

.4955

4.167

2.033

.1694

20

4.592

Error

1.383

2.050

VO

TABLE 16 (Continued)

FIRO-B Scale

Wanted Inclusion

Source

d.f.

M.S.

F

£

Wanted Control

M.S.

I

Wanted Affection

£

M.S.

I

£

Group (G)

1

7.042

1.169

.2925

5.042

4.690

.0426

20.167

4.859

.0394

Home-Office
(HO)

1

9.375

1.556

.2267

9.375

8.721

.0079

6.000

1.446

.2432

G x HO

1

12.042

1.999

.1728

.042

.039

.8459

4.167

1.004

.3283

20

6.025

Error

1.075

4.150

VO

Ul

TABLE 17
MEAN FIRO-B "REAL" AND "IDEAL" SCORES FOR ABUSING,
NEGLECTING, AND CONTROL MOTHERS

FIRO-B Scale
Group

n

Abusing

12

El

EC

EA

WI

WC

WA

Real

3.563

1.813

3.969

2.531

2.156

5.031

Ideal

5.125

2.281

5.031

6.688

1.750

5.469

Real

4.333

3,250

3.667

2.417

2.583

3.833

Ideal

6.167

2.667

4.917

4.000

2.333

4.250

Real

3.583

2.167

3.582

2.333

2.250

3.667

Ideal

4.167

2.583

5.000

4.833

2.583

5.583

Neglecting

Control

12

32

VO
CT>

TABLE 18
MEAN FIRO-B "REAL" AND "IDEAL" SCORES
FOR BLACK AND WHITE MOTHERS

FIRO-B Sea le
Group

n

Black

27

El

EC

EA

WI

WC

WA

Real

4.037

2.593

4.296

3.037

2.296

4.889

Ideal

4.926

2.852

4,926

3.852

1.889

5.185

Real

3.448

1.828

3.379

1.931

2.241

4.103

Ideal

5.345

2.035

5.069

4.138

2.207

5.276

White

29
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